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The Efficacy of the Initial Teaching Alphabet

and the Peabody Language Development Kit

with Disadvantaged Children in the

Primary Grades: An Interim Report After Two Years*

by

Lloyd Dunn, Prayot Pochanart, and Philip Pfost

An adequate education is a vital foundation for children of working
class families if they are to improve their socio - economic status. Yet
traditionally these children have had difficulty in meeting the demands
of the schools which are oriented toward the middle-class. Thus, perhaps
the greatest challenge facing educators today is to develop improved

methods of teaching such pupils. No doubt there is need for innovations
in teaching each aspect of the curriculum to children of poverty. However,

it can be argued that language is an especially critical one. By middle-

class standards, both poor Southern Negro and Caucasian children come from
home and community environments that are impoverished and very different
linguistically, yet the role of language is central to human endeavor
(Luria, 1961). Three major functions are: (1) a means of communication,
(2) an instrument for thought, and (3) a method for reguiating behavior.
Thus, with increased language facility, the disadvantaged would have a
foundation for better communication, for improved intellectual functioning,
and for the acquisition of more knowledge. For this reason, it was decided

to study the efficacy of two new approaches to language development with
children who enter school already retarded in verbal intelligence and oral

language proficiency. The study began in the fall, 1964. The findings
reported herein constitute an interim report at the completion of two years
of an instructional program which is planned to extend over three years, with
a follow-up planned after three additional years. The research reported in

this article is part of a larger investigation, known as the Cooperative
Language Development Project, reported in monograph form (Dunn and Mueller,
1966; Dunn, Pochanart, and Pfost, 1967) which outlines the total study in

CV more detail.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to investigate, with underprivileged

riq 17-----TheresearThreported herein is part o!! our Cooperative Language
0 Development Project supported by Grant #HD 973 from the National Institute
0 of Child Health and Human Development, and from Ford Foundatinn funds

through the Nashville Education Improvement Project. This experiment was
carried out in collaboration with the Nashville Metropolitan Schools.
Recognition is due the many teachers and administrators who assisted in
this research, particularly M. D. Neely and Carrie Denney who coordinated
the program with the school system.



primary grade children, tl.e efficacy of: (1) the Initial Teaching Alphabet

(ITA) in teaching beginning reading, and (2) the Peabody Language Develop-

ment Kits (PLDK) in stimulating oral language and verbal intelligence.

It was predicted that: (1) the use of ITA in beginning reading instruc-

tion would enhance reading ability; (2) the use of the PLDK lessons would

raise the intelligence quotients (IQ's) of the children while, at the same

time, enhancing their oral language development and school achievement, and

(3) the ITA plus the PLDK in combination would be even more effective in

fostering verbal intelligence, language development, and school achievement.

Treatments

Below are described the two major adaptations made in the curriculum:

Initial Teaching, Alphabet

The experimental beginning reading program was carried out using the

Early-to-Read Series developed by Mazurkiewicz and Tanyzer (1963). This

program consists of eight text books and five workbooks designed to carry

the child from a point of beginning reading in ITA through the transition to

traditional orthography (TO) at the high third grade level. In contrast to

the Downing Reading Series from England which utilizes a sight vocabulary

approach, the Mazurkiewicz and Tanyzer program is based on the premise that

the children should first learn the individual sound symbols before being

taught to synthesize them into words, sentences, paragraphs, and stories.

Thus a phonetic rather than a sight vocabulary approach is used.

None of the experimental teachers had used ITA before. They partici-

pated in a three-day workshop prior to the opening of school and then were

encouraged to follow the reading program in a fairly standard manner. All

teachers tended to stress learning of sound symbols in isolation and in key

words. Some variability occurred in the extent to which the teachers used

experience charts, labels for objects in the rooms, and the bulletin board

to give children added experiences to create a familiarity with the ITA

system. A small collection of supplementary reading materials in ITA, was

also used, including a set of the Downing Readers in each classroom, as well

as books in traditional orthography. (The controls used a conventional

beginning reading program, in this case, the Reading For Meaning Series).

About one-third of the experimental children completed the entire Early-

to-Read Series before the end of the first school year. These children were

moved into the Basic Reading Series by McCracken and Wolcutt, published by

the J. B. Lippincott Company. They began in Book 2-1 which gives a systematic

review of the phonetic approach to beginning reading in traditional orthog-

raphy, and therefore appeared especially appropriate as a follow-up to the

Early-to-Road Series. A few who had not gotten through the ITA series by

Christmas of the second school year were shifted over to TO regardless of

their progress in ITA, and placed in the easier first grade work in the Basic

Reading Series.

Peabody Language Development Kit

An experimental edition of Level #1 PLDK designed by Dunn and Smith (1965)
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was used in the first year of the study and the experimental edition of

Level #2 PLDK (Dunn and Smith, 1966) was used in the second year. The

lessons were intended to stimulate oral language and verbal intelligence,

and therefore to enhance school progress. Figure 1 outlines a model of the

psycholinguistic processes trained by the lessons.

RECEPTION CONCEPTUALIZATION EXPRESSION

NMcsore.....M.

AUDITORY

VISUAL

TACTUAL

DIVERGENT
THINKING

CONVERGENT
THINKING

ASSOCIATIVE
THINKING

isce=m1...

VOCAL

MOTOR

Fig. 1 M9del of the Psycholinguistic Processes Trained by the

Peabody Language Development Lessons

The Level #2 PLDK is a continuation of the program in Level #1 (See

Dunn and Mueller, 1966) and is designed for children whose language ages are

in the range six to eight years. Included in the experimental edition were

180 daily lesson plans, each containing three activities from among 24

different categories. Typical were: brainstorming, classification,

describing, following directions, imagination, memory, relationships,

story time, and vocabulary building. Also in the kit were over 400 picture

cards 4 I Wonder cards, plastic color chips, two hand puppets, and a recorded

tape.' The lessons are planned to provide 30 - 40 minutes of well-planned

oral language stimulation exercises each day. The philosophy of the PLDK is

that Language Time should be a half hour interlude from conventional school

work. Though early lessons required considerable teacher participation, the

overall goal was to maximize the oral language behavior of the pupils,

giving them an opportunity to talk, to think, and to learn effectively in

a setting that was less structured than during a regular period of school

work. The children were never called on either to read or write. In fact,

no seat work was involved. The total group participated together, the

emphasis being on thinking as well as on talking and understanding conven-

tional English speech.

1 Revised versions of both Level #1 and Level #2 of the PLDK are available
from American Guidance Service, Inc., Publishers' Building, Circle Pines,

Minnesota, 55014.
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Groups

From 17 classes in nine schools, five experimental groups and orle
control group were constituted: Group 1 taught ITA with the transition
into the Basic Reading Series (all ITA groups made the transition into the
Basic Reading Series); group 2 taught ITA, plus one year of PLDK; group 3
used the conventional reading approach plus PLDK for one year; group 4
taught ITA plus two years PLDK; group 5 taught conventional reading plus
two years PLDK, and a control group using the conventional reading approach.
Figure 2 illustrates pictorially the design.

ITA

Conventional
Reading Program (TO)

NO
PLDK

ONE YEAR TWO YEARS
PLDK PLDK

Group 2

Group 3

Fig. 2 Pictorial Description of Treatment Groups

Groupft

During the first year, 1964-65, there were four classes in each of the

treatments: ITA only, ITA plus PLDK, and conventional reading plus PLDK.
These were arranged in groups of at least two teachers with a similar treat-

ment in a school, across six schools. The control group was drawn from five

classes in five schools in the same community. All schools, experimental

and control, served children residing in slum areas. For the second year,

1965-66, all rooms in ITA continued in their program, two of the rooms in

ITA plus PLDK continued PLDK for the second year (creating group 4), and

two of the rooms in TO plus PLEK continued the second year of PLDK (creating

group 5).

Subjects

A total group of approximately 1,000 experimental and 150 control sub-

jects were initially selected to take part in the program at the beginning

of the first grade. During the first year, complete data were collected on

732 subjects. Administrative considerations dictated that the various

experimental treatments be carried out with all children enrolled in the

classes involved. As a result, the groups were neither comparable in size

nor on such variables as intelligence quotients, mental ages, chronological

ages, and language abilities. Therefore, a selected stud/ sample was
established by deleting subjects who did not meet criteria set up for

culturally disadvantaged children, and then by randomly selecting equal sized
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samples of boys and girls from each of the treatment groups. More specifically,

children with IQ's above 110, as well as those from adequate housing and

socio-economic status were excluded. This reduced the number of subjects in

the smallest group to 54 (27 boys and 27 girls). Therefore, subjects in the

latget groups were randomly eltminated until the number of all four groups was

equated at 54, giving a total study sample of 216. Analyses of variance

indicated that the resultant groups were comparable at the outset of the

experiment in terms of chronological age, intelligence quotient, mental age,

and language age. Basic home information suggested that the level of

education of the parent,2 the number of members in the family, and the type

of housing were comparable (See Table III).

At the end of the second year of the treatment, there were 200 subjects

with complete test data. The smallest reconstituted group was 22 and the

largest group was 44 (See Table I). Again as in the first year, there were

equal numbers of boys and girls in each group. In contrast to the first year

analyses of variance of pretest data indicated significant differences

between groups on IQ, MA, and language age (See Table II). These differences

came about as the result of the division which created treatment groups 4 and

5 mentioned earlier.

Involved in the five ITA and PLDK treatments were 12 teachers in a total

of six schools--four serving essentially all Negro youth, and two well-integrated

with. Negro and Caucasian children. Eight of the teachers were Negro and four

were Caucasian. Three of the five control schools served solely Negro children

and two were integrated. All of the teachers, experimental and control, were

grade one teachers with more than one year of experience in teaching, were

fully certified in elementary education, and held one or more degrees.

Experimental teachers were asked to stay with the same group of children for

two years.

The experimental teachers in this study were given a number of incentives

not available to the control teachers. They were provided with a small

supplementary stipend and were asked to attend in-service training sessions

throughout the year averaging approximately one every two weeks. As the first

year progressed, the emphasis of these sessions shifted from learning the

experimental treatment to discussions of problems arising in connection with

the program. The experimental teachers were provided other stimulation.

Supplementary materials were purchased. They were frequently visited by the

researchers, school officials, and other visitors, and were given considerable

recognition by their principals. All experimental teachers had an opportunity

to observe each other teach and to share ideas and were visited regularly by a

supervisor. Furthermore, they were paired up in schools so they could share

informally together their innovations and problems. There was little doubt

but what the teachers knew they were part of an experiment. Motivation to

2 miIne level of education of the best educated parent was used.
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Table II

Analysis of Variance of Pretest Data by Treatment Group

Variable

Source of Degree of Sum of Mean

Variation Freedom Squares Squares F ratio

Between croups 11 4n9.290 37.208 1.399

Within Groups 186 5000.305 26.597

Total 199 5409.595

Between Groups 11 3,091.427 81.039 2.612*

Within Groups 188 20,225.928 7.585

Total 199 23,317.355

Between Groups 11 1,639.856 49.078 2.796*

Within Groups 188 10,022.739 53.312

Total 199 11,662.595

Between Groups
1.4 1
J 1,478.772 34.434

Within Groups 188 10,480.508 55,747

Total 198 11,959.280

2.411*
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excellence in teaches was ugh. In contrast, the control teachers were not

stimulated or supported in any way by the project. The children were simply

tested at the beginning of the year and retested at the end of it. Thus, a

very important part of the experiment treatment was the added incentives

provided tl.e experimental teachers, and not the control teachers.

Evaluation

Test data were secured in three areas of development: school achieve-

ment, language development, and verbal intelligence. The instruments used

in the first and second year were essentially the same. The discussion of

the instruments here is concerned with the second year of the study,

School Achievement

Since The Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) was used throughout the

Nashville Metropolitan Schools, being routinely administered at the end of

each school year, it was chosen for measuring academic achievement. The

Primary Battery II was used. It consists of five subtests: word knowledge

(WK), word discrimination (WD), reading comprehension (R), spelling (5), and

arithmetic (A). The achievement testing took place from late March to mid-

May. Actual grade placement at time of test averaged about 2.75 (mid -April).

Achievement tests were administered by project personnel.

Language Development

Two measures of language abnity were obtained on the children: the

Illinois Test of TAICkalkagailLic Abilities and the EtaijmiismaaeLa Pro-

duction Inventory. These were administered by psychologists and psychometric

technicians.

The Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities McCarthy and Kirk, 1963)

WAS developed as an individual test of the psycholinguistic abilities of

children between the ages of 2 1/2 and 9 years. It consists of 'nine subtests

which measure two input channels (auditory and visual), two output channels

(vocal and motor), and two levels of organization (representational and

automatic-sequential). The nine subtests are: (1) auditory decoding,

(2) visual decoding, (3) auditory-vocal-association, (4) visual-motor-asso-

ciation, (5) vocal encoding, (6) motor encoding, (7) auditory-vocal automatic,

(8) auditory-vocal sequencing, and (9) visual -motor sequencing.

The Peabody Language Production Inventory (PLPI) is an unstandardized

instrument developed expressly for use in this study. It is designed to

measure the free speech of children through showing them a series of three

pictures (a street scene, a good humor man scene, and an operating room scene),

and asking them to tell a different story about each. The responses of the

subjects are rated on three dimensions of performance: (1) level of ab-

straction (integrative story, description of action, description of content),

(2) structural complexity (use of paragraphs, sentences, phrases, or words

only), and (3) general (speech volume, speech quality, and attitude toward
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the test.)

Verbal intelligence

The verbal intelligence of the children was measured by means of the

1960 revision of the Stanford-Binet (S-B). It was selected instead of such

individual intelligence tests as the Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children

in that it has been demonstrated to be effective at the age and level of

operation of the subjects used in the present study. This test was admiu-

istered by psychologists.

Results and Discussions

Results of the investigation are reported for each of the three areas

of functioning for which data were collected: school achievement, language

development, and intelligence. The results at the end of one year have been

reported earlier by Dunn and Mueller (1966); therefore, only a summary of

these results is included here. These were:

(1) Level #1 of the PLDK stimulated oral language development signif-

icantly as measured by the Illinois Test of psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA),

for both the boys and girls.

(2) Intellectual growth, as measured by the 1960 Stanford Binet (S-B),

was enhanced significantly by Level #1 of the PLDK, with ITA and PLDK

complementing each other significantly more for boys, than for girls.

(3) Level #1 of the PLDK, in combination with ITA, was more effective

for boys than girls in stimulating reading skills, as measured by the

Metropolitan Achievement Test (HAT), but both sexes learned to read better

in ITA (with or without PLDK), than the controls in a basic reading program.

For the second year, treatment groups 2 and 3 were split creating

groups 4 and 5. Since the pretest data indicated significant differences in

IQ, MA, and LA as a result of this regrouping, analyses of covariance

(correcting for IQ differences among groups) were used in examining gains

in achievement and language age.

School Achievement

Grade equivalent scores derived from the MAT are presented in Table IV

for the total experimental sample and for the various sub-groups. Due to

differences in IQ, the reader should be reminded that conclusions must not

be drawn from the data as observed in the table. Results from the analyses

of covariance are presented in Tables V, VI, VII, and VIII. For word

knowledge, word discrimination, and reading, significant differences were

observed on all three main effects, namely ITA versus conventional reading,

PLDK versus no PLDK, and sex. The interaction effect between ITA and PLDK.

was significant. Children using ITA made significantly greater" gains than

those in the conventional program; children receiving PLDK for two years

did better than those receiving no PLDK or one year PLDK; and girls did
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better than boys. The interaction was accounted for almost exclusively by

the superior performance of the ITA plus two years PLDK group.

For spelling, only two main effects were significant, i.e., PLDK versus

no PLDK, and sex. There was no significant main-effect difference between

ITA and the conventional reading program. However, the results were compli-

cated by the significant interaction effect between ITA and PLDKC Again, as

with reading, children receiving PLDK for two years performed better in

spelling than those receiving no PLDK or one year PLDK, and girls did better

than boys. The interaction effect was caused by the superiority of the IT"

plus two year PLDK group and the control group, over the other groups.

Based on the reading results, it can be concluded that ITA is more

effective than the conventional program with or without PLDK; that two years

of PLDK is more effective than one year PLDK or no PLDK; and that the combi-

nation of ITA plus two years PLDK is more effective than any other treatment

or combination of treatments. The interaction effect in spelling seems to be

unexplainable. True, the ITA plus two year PLDK group exceeded all other

experimental groups as it did in reading, but the controls also did better

in spelling than the other experimental groups.

language Ability

Table IX presents the language data derived from the ITPA. Table X reports

the results of the analysis of covariance (taking IQ into consideration) of

the language age scores. Only one main effect was significant, i.e., PLDK

versus no PLDK. No significant interaction effect was observed. Those children

receiving either one or two years PLDK made greater language gains than children

not receiving PLDK. These results were confirmed by the findings of the

analysis of variance of posttest scores on the PLPI (See Table XI). Therefore,

by two independent measures, the effectiveness of the use of PLAK in fostering

language growth was confirmed. Also, the use of PLDK for two years had

greater effect than using it for one year.

Intellectual Ability

The pretest, postest, and gain scores on MA and IQ are reported in Table IX.

Tables XII and XIII present analyses of variance of MA and IQ gains respectively.

As seen in fable XII, there was a significant main effect in MA gain scores,

indicating that two years of PLDK enhanced intellectual development appreciably

over none or one year of PLDK. (However, this main effect was not statistically

significant for IQ gain scores, as seen in Table XIII, due probably to the initial,

pretest, chronological and IQ score differences among groups--See Table 1--which

appeared to make the effects of the MA gains for older Ss smaller than the same

gains for younger Ss when reflected in IQ scores.) In any event, two similar

significant interactions were found in both Tables XII and XIII for reading methods

vs PLDK, and for sex vs PLDK. For the ITA groups, two year PLDK produced a greater

gain in intellectual development than the one year PLDK which in turn produced a

greater gain than the no PLDK group. For the conventional reading program, the one

year PLDK groups made the lowest gain. These differences accounted for the first

interaction. For the interaction between PLDK and sex, boys did better than girls
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Table XI

Analysis of Variance of Gain Scores on the

Peabody Language Production Inventory

Source of variation

Degree of

Freedom

Sum of

Squares

Mean
Squares Ratio

A(ITA vs No ITA) 1 612.500 612.500 3.038

B(PLDK) 2 1339.382 669.691 3.322*

C(Sex) 1 124.820 224.820 .619

A x B Interaction 2 740.476 370.238 1.836

A x C Interaction 2 3.920 1.960 .010

B x C Interaction 2 115.724 57.862 .287

A x B x C 2 25.783 12.892 .064

Errors 188 37,899.715 201.594

Totals 199 40,862.320

*F =3.04
.95



-21-

Table XII

Analysis of Variance of mA Gains as Measured

by the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale

Source of Variation

Degree of
Freedom

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares Ratio

A(ITA vs No ITA) 1 78.125 78.125 1.197

B(PLDK) 2 463.804 231.902 3.554*

C(Sex) 1 153.125 153.125 2.347

A x B Interaction 2 664.270 332.135 5.090*

A x C Interaction 1 114.005 114.005 1.747

B x C Interaction 2 651.637 325.818 4.994*

A x B x C 2 8.561 4.280 .066

Errors 188 12,226.269 65.246

Totals 199 14,399.795

*F = 3.04
.95
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Table XIII

Analysis of Variance of ICI Gains as measured

by the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale

Source of Variation

Degree of
F.(eedom

Sun of
Squares

Mean
Squares

F
Ratio

A(ITA vs No ITA) 1 46.080 46.080 .502

B(PLDR) 2 96.122 48.061 .524

C(Sex) 1 158.420 158.420 1.727

A x B Interaction 2 1370.422 685.221 7.468*

A x C Interaction 1 204.020 204.020 2.224

B x C Interaction 2 1110.566 555.283 6.052*

Al.BxC 2 56.035 28.018 .305

Errors 188 17249.035 91.750

Totals 199 20290.720

*F = 3.04
.95
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with one year PLDK, but the girls exceeded the boys when the PLDK treatment

extended for two years. From these results, it would appear that Level #1

of the PLDK is especially suited to boys, whereas Level #2 appears to favor

girls. Probably more credence should be placed in the MA than in the IQ

scores since the former are more basic and more nearly equivalent to LA

scores. If one does so, two continuous years of PLDK lessons seem to be

effective in stimulating intellectual growth. Needless to say, the decre-

ment in intellectual growth after two years, of Ss who only had PLDK in

their first school year but not in their second, is a matter of concern,

and needs more study.

Summary

The purpose of this three-year study was to investigate, with disad-

vantaged primary grade children, the efficacy of the ITA in teaching

beginning reading and the PLDK Levels #1, #2, and #3, in stimulating oral

language and verbal intelligence. The study began in the fall of 1964 when

the children entered the first grade. This report covers the first two

years of the investigation. From 17 classes in nine schools, six procedures

were carried out: (1) four teachers taught ITA making the transition into

traditional orthography late in the first year and in the first half of the

second year, (2) two teachers taught ITA plus using PLDK for one year,

(3) two teachers taught conventional reading plus PLDK for one year,

(4) two teachers taught ITA plus two years of PLDK, (5) two teachers taught

conventional reading plus two years of PLDK, and (6) a control group using

the conventional reading approach was drawn from five classes.

Both the ITA and PLDK, as well as the conventional reading programs

were taught by regular classroom teachers in self-contained classes. Post-

testing for both years was begun in late March and completed in mid-May.

The experimental teachers were given pre-service training on their experi-

mental treatment (s), were provided a small salary supplement, had in-service

sessions bi-weekly during the first year and periodically during the second

year, and were observed frequently. Thus, motivation to excellence in

teaching among the experimental teachers was high. Even though the pretest-

ing and posttesting of the control children alerted their teachers that

pupil progress was being monitored, the Hawthorne Effect among the experi-

mental groups must be considered as a possible explanation of the results.

Pupil progress was measured in three areas: school achievement,

language development, and intellectual growth. Based on results from the

Metropolitan Achievement Test, children utilizing ITA were significantly

advanced in reading achievement over those in the conventional reading

program. Those children who received both ITA and two years of PLDK made

more reading progress than any other group. Furthermore, after two years,

the children who began in ITA were as effective in spelling in traditional

orthography as the children who learned to read initially in a conventional

reading program.
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The scores from the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities and the

Peabody Lan page Production Inventory both indicate the beneficial effects
of PLDK upon language growth, with a direct and positive relationship

between the length of PLDK treatment and the amount of growth.

Two years of the systematic oral language stimulation program increased
M or it not IQ) cretraa cignificant ly above that of one year or of no PLDK

lessons when both sexes are comhiried. Girls made greater gains in intellec-

tual development than boys with two years of the PLDK lessons, the reverse

of the findings after one year of the treatment.

These findings, after two years of treatment, strongly suggest that the

use of ITA plus two years of PLDK lessons facilitates both reading achievement

and language growth with disadvantaged children. In terms of MA, but not IQ

scores, growth in intellectual development was also enhanced. Too, it can be

concluded that the use of ITA as a means of teaching beginning reading
facilitated reading performance of deprived children after two years of

school.
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